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CHAR Tru. 2 
Oo LTATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 


The efficient allocation of resources is the major 
concern of top management in the United States Coast Guard. 
iiijtoepeooslem stems from the fundamental fact that resources are 
meeece. NO matter how affluent or technologically advanced a 
country may be, the quantity of resources available to it, both 
now and in the future, is limited. The resources available must 
be used to satisfy the many competing objectives of the nation 
and its people, such as national defense, a high standard of 
ievaime, end social welfare needs. . 

The attainment of Government objectives requires the 
allocation of public resources among competing needs. National 
resources are allocated for various purposes by the Congress 
through the federal budgetary process. Since resources are 
Scarce, this allocation process involves choosing between more 
defense, for example, and more of other things. Former 
President BRisenhower expressed this interface between competing 


meeas es follows: 
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The cost of one modern bomber is this: a modern 

ate Societe re tian 30 cities . . . two clectric 
ee eee ree ecervying a town of 60,000 population 
. . . two fine, fully equipped hospitals .. . some 

50 Miles wer concrete highway.l 

UP eerie FesOUurces are Scarce makes it essential 
Pi wee eaeeeenwe USeO Crticiently so as to get the most out 
eevee mresvenrtLescOources,. The efficient use of the national 
ieee tOcalcd £6r Coast Guard activities is primarily 
the responsibility of Coast Guard Headquarters. 

Efficiency in the use of Coast Guard resources requires 
Smoeoing Siricicntly, or economically, among the alternative 
methods of achieving Coast Guard objectives. The efficient 
allocation of resources in the Coast Guard has not been achieved 
PeeMie ieee tradicional requirements or priorities approach to 
resource allocation. The requirements approach fails because 
it does not consider the benefits of alternative programs in 
relation to their costs. The priorities approach also fails 
because it does not address the resource allocation problem. 

Te erniing, Pregrammiung, Budgeting (PPB) System 
Geen ly anStitucted in the Coast Guard provides a way for 
Seite vrmowotenerency in the allocation of Coast Guard resources. 
The PPB system is a decision making system based on the economic 
analysis of available alternatives. The concept of economic 


analysis and the objectives of the PPB system are discussed 


iiecie (61 lemme two Scctions of this chapter. 


em ne er er ee 


Ipwyight D. Eisenhower, "The Chance for Peace," an 
address reprinted in The Department of State Bulletin, April 2/7, 
ieee Pp. O00. = 





Siesmete dey in Resource Allocation 

B£ficiency in the use of allocated resources is a 
Prooleom U1 Government Que to the absence of the profit motive 
fomimorbeltwaesyotem.  Inere are no built-in mechanisms in 
government jlike those in the private sector of the economy 
mumemmleced sto qreater efficiency. In the private sector of 
our economy, the allocation of Scarce goods and services 
among Competing customers is solved primarily by a price system 
working largely through supply and demand in competitive 
markets. Within the Government, there is neither a price 
mechanism to evaluate efficiency, nor competitive forces to 
prompt government agencies to carry out their activities at 
minimum cost. 

The Coast Guard and other government agencies have 
traditionally used the requirements or priorities approach to 
resource allocation. Under the requirements approach, require- 
ments are derived from a feasible plan, in terms of resources 
and desired characteristics, which appears to solve the 
problem. Frequently, requirements are based on need alone 
Peewelecllesattention Given to the relative costs of different 
MesoOurces. Under the priorities approach, desirable items are 
ranked according to the degree of necd. The efficient allocation 
of resources is seldom achieved under either method. 

Economic analysis provides a means for achieving 


efficiency in resource allocation. It is an analytical approach 





Some Mic eprOoolemo Gr Choice. The essential concept of the 
Seeleniue appLrOdetsto resource allocation is the comparison 
of all relevant alternatives in terms of marginal costs and 
Marginal benefits. It is based on the assumption that the 
Pieronemme@ectoton Maker will select that policy or course of 
fetes ire) 2s Ene most efficient and most economical. 
Historically, little attempt has been made to apply 
economic theory to the management of military resources. Hitch 
and McKean were among the first to point out that military 
problems are primarily economic problems of resource alloca- 
tion--how to mix various inputs to achieve maximum output or 
eaten at Minimum total cost. Hitch and McKean point out that 
economic efficiency in the allocation and use of resources can 
be promoted through a better understanding of the nature of 
the problem, the systematic meee eae ie analysis of aliterna- 
tives, and improving the institutional environment or framework 
within which resource allocation decisions are made.1t They 
emphasize that “economic choice iS away of looking at problems. 
The essence of economic choice is the comnarison of 
ieee We velia altermmarives in terms of costs and benefits, and 
the selection of the best alternative through the use of 


appropriate economic criteria.3 Hitch and McKean define the 


— eee 


fee ieee gee Mitch and Roland N. McKean, The Economics 
ee etetcesit the Nuclear Age (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 


— —— =-_ —— SS 


Woe a ty Press, 1961), p. 107. 
4tbid., p. 120. 


Sowdeeep. 118. 
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5 
elements of a military provlem of economic choice as follows: 
ee eee cory (Or Oojectives). What objective or 
mission are we trying to accomplish? 
eee oe.) «6Y Woat alternative means or 


systems can the objective be accomplished? 


Be. e565 Cr resources Weed: WhazweOoots would be 


—— vee 


. 











incurred or what resources woulda be required by each alternative 
bermeaccomplishing the objective? 

ee eee or models). A conceptual framework fox 
measuring benefits derived versus costs for each alternative. 

ee eee totes 2 ruie Or Standard by which to rank 
the alternatives is @rcer Or GCesarability. <A criterion 
provides a means for weighing cost against effectiveness.?+ 

The optimal solution to a military problem of choice 
Pemeiowotwc vite rn yields the greatest excess of objectives or 
nenefits over costs or resources used. But difficulty in 
optaining a common standard of measurement of benefits and 
costs seldom makes it vossible to determine this ideal solution. 
Therefore, it is uSually necessary for the Coast Guard to be 
satisfied, not with the optimum solution, but with one which 
1s preferable to other provosed solutions. 

Miemeoeeve discussion has shown how economic analysis 
Co@mecW@tUrHoNee to Crrticiency in the allocation of limited 


resources. ‘The following section describes how a system of 


eee me ee 


ltbid., pp. 118-120. 
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planning, programming, and budgeting, based on economic 
analysis, can iiprove resource allocation decisions in the 


Coest Guard. 


Cees Of tec BPD system 
the principal objective of the recently begun PPB: 
System 1S to improve the basis for inaking majox resource 
Pee tton Cecisions. Sne PPB system is designed to help 
G@ecisi1on makers make better decisions on major problems of 
meee —Cchioices that are retlected in plans, programs, and 
meee toe in CSsence, the Planning, Programming, Budgeting 


eeeocom Colls for: , 


1. Establishing longer range planning in terms of 
Federal objectives and goals as defined by the Congress 
Spm ces tdenit . 

2. Identifying the most advantageous programs to 
fulfill these objectives on the basis of an analysis of 
costs, effectiveness, and benefits of available 
alternatives. 


ee eto ing CeC1SioOns on programs into budgetary 
and legislative proposals and longer teni projections. t 


tne PPB system is designed to improve the process of 
fee ece allocation, planning, and decision making throughout 
tie Federal Government by subjecting to systematic analysis 
the definition of objectives and the identification and 


Weristremem=e or tne CoSts and benefits of both current and 


me ee 


lu.S., General Pecoumerng Obfice, Glossary for 
systems Analysis and Planning-Programming~ Budgeting, Ey OCtoper, 


a ee 


969, pp. 2-3. 

















7 
proposed programs. It is intended to be a inanagement tool 
fe iw eeeotilevels Of responsibility. lt 

Eewsuceess Ot the PPB system in improving efficiency 
in the allocation of public resources will depend to a large 
extent on the determination with which the Coast Guard and 
other federal agencies apply PPB techniques in their areas 
Of weSponsibility, and the capability within the agencies to 
carry out the systematic analysis required by PPB.42 ‘This 
thesis will attempt to evaluate the extent of improvement in 
allocating limited resources in the United States Coast Guard 


meceysy the PPB system. 


Purpose and Organization 





The purpose of this’ thesis is to determine whether 
the Planning, Programming, Budgeting System has been developed 
into an effective management tool in the Coast Guard for 
Optimizing the allocation of available resources. This thesis 
will also examine where the Coast Guard stands in PPB 
development, both in terms of implementation and utilization 


Cees epeLeac LO resource allocation. 


ee ed 


luls. melee tee ede OL Transportation, DOT Order 


Eee eo Planning-Programming-Budgeting Systen, im. Jomuary aioe 
TO ee 





2Joseph S. Murphy, "The Quiet Revolution in Government 
Planning Techniques," Management Review, LVII (April, 1968), 7. 
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Based on tite criterion of an ideal system for 
mime@castng limitea resources, this thesis will show that the 
Success of the Coast Guard's PPB system has been limited. 
However, based on noticeable improvements in the decision 
making process and management philosophy at Coast Guard 
Meme @@eerels Since the introduction of a planning, programming, 
budgeting system in the Coast Guard, this thesis will show 
that the PPB approach to resource allocation has been moderately 
Successful. It is anticipated that the use of PPB in the 
Coast Guard will increase and improve as further refinements 
memtne SyYStem are developed. 

Chapter II will discuss why a PPB system was necessary 
My OlULlining Some of the major deficiencies in the traditional 
method cf allocating resources fa the Coast Guard. Chapter 1a 
also describes the economic philosophy underlying the PPB 
Meo coach LO resource allocation. 

Chapter I72 describes the present Coast Guard Planning, 
Programming, Budgeting System in terms of document justification, 
program structure, and program management responsibility; and 
Semelnces with a Giseussion of how resource allocation decisions 
eeeweuUrrene!y mace im the Coast Guard under the PPB system. 

Chapter IV describes the contributions and limitations 
of PPB as a Management tool in the Coast Guard, and OME ISS Vey 
how the PPB system has improved resource allocation decisions 


iiewomeanst Guard. 





9 
Chapter V contains the summary and conclusions of 
the thesis, which are: (1) that the PPB system has resulted 
gm a better allocation of Coast Guard resources, better 
planning, and a modernized management philosophy at Coast 
Guard Headquarters; and (2) that the PPB system is becoming 
an effective management tool at Coast Guard Ileadquarters for 


e 


allocating limited resources among competing needs. 





CHAPTER II 
Pere oD AND PHILOSOPHY 


The PPB system is an approach to decision making 
designed to help support policy development and decisions 
concerning the best possible allocation of Federal resources. 
Integral to the allocation of resources are the processes of 
planning, programming, and budgeting. Plans must be developed 
to determine actions and broad reguirements needed to 
accomplish specific objectives and goals as defined by Congress 
or the President. - Programming translates plans into more 
specific manpower and material requirements. Budgeting is 
Ee process of translating planning and programming decisions 
Mieemcinanecr1al plans. Whe PPB system represents an effort to 
Miteierlte elese tilree related processes so that budgets are 
prepared in such a way as to make them most useful in 
establishing priorities, in planning and in choosing among 
alternative proarams. 

hmm, Programming, Budgeting (PPB) System was 
introduced into the Department of Defense in 1961. Encouraged 
by the results of PPB in the Defense Department, President 


Johnson in 1965 directed that all major federal agencies begin 


10 





el: 

developiny their own PPB systems.1l By virtue of having been 
working on developing a program-oriented budget since 1963, 
ie wee tema ver vada tire soundation upon which to build in 
Socrying Oue the Presideme's directive. 

Before describing the basic concepts of the PPB systems, 
pme iced fOr PPR should be placed in proper perspective by 
discussing some of the shortcomings in the traditional method 


of allocating resources in the Coast Guard. 


Diy Pe owas Necessary 





The need for a Planning, Programming, Budgeting System 
in the Coast Guard and other agencies of the Federal Government 
arises from the scarcity of resources which lies at the root 
Se most Organizational decisions.* Due to the Sear Cm yao 
resources, most organizations utilize some form of long-range 
planning and budgeting system (financial management system) 
so as "to use the organization's available resources in tne 
way that will be most effective in meeting its goals."3 At 
some point in its planning process, every organization must 


Geal with the question, "Hov shall it make use of its available 


rc em ee eee re ae! 


IMurphy, "Revolution in Government Planning 
Techniques," 7. 


2David I. Cleland and William R. King, Systems 
Pe emote megjece Management (New York: McGraw-Hi1il 





—— a 


Book ;Company, 1968), p. 114. 





3David Novick, “Long-Range Planning Through Program 
Budgeting,” The RAND Corporation, P-3850 (DDC No. AD 669459), 
ewe oo, DP. 2. 





- 





iby 
Pe oti oe Sse Lesourcce allocation question is fundamental 
because the amount of resources available sets limits on what 
an organization can accomplish.1l 

In order for a financial management system to be a 
useful management tool, it must provide top management with 
Pele@vance information for resolving major resource allocation 
Gecisions. It must provide data in a systematic method for 
Getermining an organization's needs (both long and short-range) 
to meet its objectives, and allocate resources among competing 
needs so as to secure the maximum benefit for each dollar spent. 
The financial management system which had evolved in the Coast 
PUerad through the years was not capable of producing the data 
ees Ouctao le EOD Management to make rational decisions 
on mayor problems of choice. 

The principal deficiencies in the Coast Guard 
financial management system prior to the advent of PPB stemmed 
Paoneene Vackwwot a comprehensive long-range planning system, 
the need for a means of relating costs to missions, and the 
gap between planning and budgeting. As a result of these 
deficiencies, Coast Guard budgetary planning and decision 
making tended to be "a projection of the Status quo with 


increments added on the basis of the most current experience."4 


lipid., p. 1. 


2 Word) ) je mole 
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ee ee ee 





Powemles and Costs Not Related 


ce re ee ee eee 





Under the traditional financial management system, 
Cee ee Ucemouagetary decisions were based on "objects of 


VW 


Sxpe@nagitures arranged in terms of major functional resource 
Gi appropriation categories. A budget structure based on 
Peete iiouLs 15 useful for controlling the exectuion of a 
PieGemmowe it provides “little help in choosing program levels 
or in seeking efficiency within programs."l ‘me eo mayeeo 
provide top management with information on the worth or 
Meeeity OF Programs in relation to their cost was one of the 
@eeeces. weaknesses of the traditional budget system. 
Commenting on this aspect of the traditional system in the 
Department of Defense, Hitch stated: 
it does not facilitate the relating of costs to 

weapons systems, tasks, and missions. It does not 

disclose the full time-phased costs of proposed programs. 

And, it does not provide the data needed to assess 


properly the costs and effectiveness of alternative 
programs. 2 


The need for relating Coast Guard operating costs to 


missions was recognized by the Coast Guard Roles and Missions 


Iuitch and Vevean; Hcouemees or Detense, Pp. 54. 


2U.S., Department of the Navy, Office of the 
Ceteeno ler, rogram Change Control System in the Department 


Gupete Navy, NAVEXOS P-2416 (Washington, D.C.: Government 
Poet Ortrce, 1962), p. 1-3. 





Se 


a a. - - 
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Studyt when it recommended that: 


Peewee Coe multi-functional nature of Coast 
Guard operations, a suitable basis be developed to 
Getermine program costs against which to measure 
PeLEOrnance.< 


The above recommendation was to set the stage for 
fee Poor mero, program budgeting in the Coast Guard. 
Responding to a request my cic ieeadsiiey Department, the Chict 
Meese OL the Coast Guard in 1963 directed that a 
program-oriented budget be developed on a pilot basis.? 
Peewoasie oo jective of the Program Budget Pilot Study 
was to develop a methodology for relating Coast Guard operating 
costs to mission programs. Recognizing the difficulties 
mposed Dy the multi-mission nature of most Coast Guard units, 


the study group considered two basic alternatives for 


te ee wee 


AN comprehensive study of Coast Guard roles and 
iewstons during 1961-62 by an inter-agency group composed of 
representatives from the Bureau of the Budget, Department of 
Defense, and Treasury Department. The Roles and Missions 
Peliayewas Une@ertaken at the request of Secretary of the 
Treasury Douglas Dillon, with the objective of clarifying the 
duties and responsibilities of the Coast Guard so as to 
provide a sound basis for long-range planning in the Coast 
GUard. tne Roles and Missions Study grouped Coast Guard 
Serres end responsibilities into ten mission-oriented 
categories. 


2U.S., Treasury Department, Study of the Roles and 


OS 


Missions of the Pmlted yocaces Coast Guard, ee to the 
Secretary, June 1962 (7 vols.; Washington, D.C. Government 
Pm age Otarce, i963), ©, p. D-94. [Cited hy GUTOR EE as Roles 


and Missions Study]. 





3Donald M. Newton itu, Program Budgeting in the 
United States Coast Guard," (unpublished MBA Thesis, School 
of Government and Business Administration, The George 
Washington University, 1966), p. 18. 





ILS 
omer iy olcdget aclivity costs by programs: (1) overhaul 
the existing accounting system so that program costs could 
emo oene Umea culy, Or (2) merge existing accounting and 
Geeta vonat Gala USindgwa Statistical method. The first 
alternative was rejected Because of the high degree of 
complexity and cost entailed, plus the belief that some 
Mi@Gaitton of costs would be inevitable.! the S LUC VerciaG Ue 
decided: 
MeeC@@Ceeedin etic Present techniques of cost 
accumulation, whicn have been serving the needs of 
IManagement, but to distribute the resulting class 


of unit costs by programs or missions based on the 
best workload factors available... . 


Using the best available workload data, the program 
budget stucy group was able to distribute approximately 
80 per cent of the Coast Guard Operating Expense Appropriation 
LO MiSSion-oriented programs. As a result, Coast Guard 
Management was able to gain a better insight into the costs of 
each of itS misSions. The effort to relate mission costs to 


mission benefits was to be expanded under the PPB system. 


Heeaefor Berter Planning 

Recommendations contained in the Roles and Missions 
Study also touched off a series of Coast Guard studies on 
long-range planning. Prior to the Roles and Missions 


Sieve 902) long-range planning in the Coast Guard was 





ltpid., pp. 19-20. 


4U.S., Treasury Department, Coast Guard, Pilot Study 
emery lop Progmam Budget, March, 1964, p. Il’. 





LEG 
facility-oriented and generally of an ad hoc nature. MThre>2 
Peeve Ola to -aircratt, vessel, and shore units--representing 
the best estimate of Coast Guard facility requirements, were 
updated from time to time by ad hoc boards of senior officers 
at Coast Guard Headquarters. 
The shortcomings in the above approach to long-range 
planning can be summed up as having the combined defects of 
both the requirements and priorities approaches to resource 
allocation. These defects are described by Hitch and McKean: 
The question "What are the payoffs and the costs 
of alternative programs?" may not be explicitiy asked 
during the process of setting the requirement or 
PeemiMmiq Upom the budget . . . in chooSing weapon systems, 
we have to decide how much effort or how many resources 
SilewldmwcG to Cac item. The “priorities approach” 
@ee-wtoemcoive the allocation problem.l 

One of the recommendations of the Roles and Missions 


"an operations research study [should be] 


Study was that 
Samoucteo Lor use by the Coast Guard in developing a coordinated 
long-range plan for total mission accomplishment. "2 AS a 

result of an operations research feasibility study completed 
ee oe mene Otics planning Studies undertaken during this 
period, a mission-oriented long-range planning system was 
intoduced at Coast Guard Headquarters in February, 1964. A 


Long-Range Planning Branch was later established to provide 


Ceoreination tor Coast Guard planning. 


oe ee 


InHitch and McKean, Economics of Defense, pp. 121-23. 


2Roles and Ie VOnamotuCy, L, p. C-/4. 
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Despite the above improvements in Coast Guard 
Jong*range planning, there was a need to strengthen the 
long-range planning function and develop better correlation 
between plans and available resources to assist management 
in resolving major resource allocation issues. PPB attempts 


to relate planning to budgeting through programming. 


eepebetvween Planning and Budgeting 


Meera Gethorency in the traditional financial 
Meilagenenit syStem or the Coast Guard was the gap between 
Peenmnaie and budgeting. Although Coasi Guard long-range 
Planning waS facility-oriented (later mission-orliented), it 
was generally performed in terms of "outputs" such as missions, 
Sloe, and aircraft; while budgeting was done in terms of 
such “inputs” as personnel, maintenance, and fuel. Asa 
result, there was little capability for translating plans into 
budgets. This problem has been described as follows: 


Under the existing [budgeting] system, military 
planning was not susceptible to direct translation 
into the budgetary terms by which Congress provided 
funds for resources--that is, by resource categories 
such aS construction, procurement, or military 
personnel. Military planning focused on missions 
and the grouping of forces and resources necessary to 


accomplish missions, cutting across the resource 
categories. 


Hitch and McKean, and other economists, proposed to 


Peege tie gap Detween Dlanning and budgeting through the 


ewe tieie hobinson, Jr., USMC, "The Draft 
f f f 
Presidential Memorandum: ‘Tool of Defense DeciSionmaking," 
Bee eee veo s Oe Dertonse Management (December, 1969), 44-45. 
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mecmmmaue Of proyrain budgeting. + Military planners would 
State the resource requirements for each miSsion in resource 
category terms compatible with the budget process, thus 
enabling the resource planners to determine the cost of 
resources being applied to specific missions. Even more 
Mig emert@e, tte 1denli fication Of resource requirements by 
mission would make possible the comparative evaluation of 
Pileem@@art ye no1ce Structures and strategies for carrying out 
given missions. 

The underlying philosophy behind this new financial 
Management system (an integrated planning, programming, and 
Meese in the Nuclear Age ,> coauthored by Charles J. Hitch 
pomerOlana Nowiickean. Hitch and McKean pointed out that 
"strategies are ways of using budgets or resources to achieve 


Military objectives;” and that resource allocation decisions 
should be made only after the economic analysis of available 


mlternatives. 4 


JHitch and McKean, Economics of Defense, pp. 49-65. 


A emnsoie Oral Presidential Memorandum," 45. 


SCcharles J. Hitch and Roland N. McKean, The Economics 
ee ee eee Nuclcar Age (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 
Wreevem@sity Press, 1961). 
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tie Saeki Pia Losophy 

The planning, programming, budgeting approach to 
problems of choice is to apply analysis whencver possible so 
as to provide the decision maker with as much objective 
information as possible. What makes the PPB system different 
from the traditional method of allocating resources in the 
Coast Guard is that PPB attempts to identify program op7jectives 
and then use systems analysis or cost-benefit analysis to 
Peeernine alternative ways of achieving those objectives. 

For economic analysis to be useful in decision making, it is 
essential that consistent and uniform definitions of economic 
benefits and costs be used.1} Thus, the PPB system requires 
miemcedtitication Of fucure year implications of current 
decisions and the full costing of programs and program 
alternatives to provide consistency in analysis. 

An innovation of PPB or program budgeting was an 
effort £O identify and define agency objectives and group 
those activities with common objectives into mission-oriented 
programs. The grouping of activities by missions rather than 
Teiteetomal categories Cnables one to look at what is 
produced (output) in addition to what resources (inputs) are 
required. The program budget also presents resources and 


costs broken down by programs. This is in contrast to the 


mee eae ee 


1U.S., Congress, Joint Economic Committee, Economic 
Analysis and the Efficiency of Government, Report of the 
Subcommittee on Economy in Government with Supplementary 
ee ee oe cCcne 2nd sess. (WaShington, D.C.: Government 


ZooeliicmOomrt ce, 19/0), p. 25. 
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traditional Coast Guard budget which assembles costs by types 
Meeeeootr ce Iipue and by functional catcgories. The grouping 
of outputs and inputs by programs assists management in 
choosing program-sizes by focusing attention on competition 
for resources among programs and on the effectiveness of 


resource use within programs.1 


The Role of Systems Analysis 

A planning, programming, budgeting system subsumes 
a systems analysis capability to examine the resource/cost and 
benefit/feffectiveness consequences of program alternatives.? 
The aim of systems analysis is to sclect or design the best 
combination of elements or components to achieve some 
objective. It places major emphasis on the search for 
alternative ways of achieving objectives. Systems analysis 
encompasses the entire analytical process which should take 
place in order that decision makers can make informed judg- 
ments on major resource allocation issues. 3 

Tne role of systems analysis in resource allocation 
decisions is to sharpen the intuition and judgment of the 
decision maker. It attempts to look at the entire problem 


in a systematic and rational way, with assumptions made 


See hiamOogecetvyes alagd Criteria clearly defined, and 


INovick, "Long-Range Planning Through Program 
BugdetaiGg,” p. 4. 


“Ibid., p. 6. 


®GAQ, Glossary for Systems Analysis and PPB, pp. 1-2. 





Za 
Meee eiaelve COUrses Of aACtiOn compared in the light of their 
possible consequences.1 QOuade states that systems analysis 
involves: 
eee a SyYStematic investigation of the decision 
makers objectives and of the relevant criteria; a 
comparison--quantitative insofar as possible--of the 
costs, effectiveness, and risks associated with the 
alternative policies or strategies for achieving each 
Seg eemye,;sandeal actempt to design additional 
alternatives if those examined are found wanting.@ 
The role of systems analysis in PPB has been described as a 
methodology for evaluating available alternatives on the 


basis of cost and benefit, with explicit consideration of 


macertainty. 2 


Meonomi.c Analysis 

One stage of systems analysis involves the comparison 
Ped Leriativye CiuOolces in terms ot their costs and benefits, 
Or effectiveness in attaining some specific objective. 
Usually it consists of an attemot to minimize cost subject to 
some mission requirement (which may not be measurable in 
dollar terms) or, conversely, to maximize some phySical measure 


SesOllDue SUmject EO a budget constraint.4 Such a comparison 


—— oe 


erm Ounce seovstens Analysis Tecauniques for 
Wei roquraimiing-puageling, The RAND Corporation, P-3322 
Web eG@ommr ee o27564), March, 1966, op. 28. 


Aouad Cost-itsectiyencss: An Introduction 
and Overview," The RAND Corporation. (DDC No. AD 616339), 
Meven LIGS ~ Dan 3: 


3Cleland and Since oyseemoyNaivysis and Project 
Management, Pp. 19. 


4Quade, "Cost-HEfectiveness: Introduction and 
Overvwlev,. op. 2. 
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ws ene essence OF an economic approach to resource allocation. 
Hitch and McKean expressed this concept as: 


The economic problem is to choose that strategy 
. . . Which is most efficient (maximizes the attainment 
of the objective with the given resources) or economical 
Cee eee Cost Of achieving the given op jective) -- 
Plemst@reeoy winic1 1S most efficient also being the 
n0st economical. 


‘ 


Se wel wceMpiasiS in an economic approach to 
problems of choice is on the quantitative economic analysis 
Seealtemetives, the entire process of analysis“ is commonly 
referred to as cost-benefit or cost-effectiveness analysis. 
The process of economic analysis, and the distinction between 
cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness analysis, is shown by 
the following description: 


{Cost-benefit analysis is] an analytical approach 
fomoOlvingeeroxlems of choice. It requires the 
d-eievemmor Oo ;eCtivyes, identification of alternative 
ways of achieving each objective, and the identification, 
fOr Gach Objective, of that alternative which yields 
the greatest benefit for a given cost or that 
alternative which produces the required level of benefits 
at the lowest cost. This same analytical process .. . 
1s Freterred to as cost-effectiveness analysis when the 
benefits or outputs of the alternatives cannot be 
SeMenevedein terms of dollars. = 


Economic analysis or cost-benefit (effectiveness) 


analysis is concerned with the marginal costs and marginal 


liitch and McKean, Economics of Defense, p. 3. 


ZAlthough systems analysis has a somewhat broader 
aspect than cost-benefit (effectiveness) analysis, no 
distinction will be made between them for purposes of this 
thesis since the difference is one of scope rather than 
technique. 


3GAO, Glossary for Systems Analysis and PPB, p. 15. 
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Pe@etitewOLl alteriacivye choices. ‘ine marginal comparison 
of alternatives provides management with a powerful tool for 
analyzing and evaluating problems of choice. Economic 
amalysis provides the foundation for achieving efficiency in 
erm atlocatton of Jimited resources. Me following 
hypothetical examplel eee erotes the quantitative economic 
aspect of systems analysis in resource allocation decisions. 

Assume that for a particular offensive missile system 
eacli missile has a fifty per cent chance of destroying a 
designated target. Further assume that there are a total of 
100 enemy targets, and that the objective of the missile 
system is to be able to destroy 90 per cent of the targets. 
Table 1 shows the average numoer of targets destroyed within 


a range of several alternative forces. 


TABLE 1 


SOMA OO, OF MISSILE FORCE 
Pee eakGE Ss DESTROYED 


Number of Average Number of 
Missiles Targets Destroyed 


ZOO, 8 Ee ee a 
PCM ee Coc ee 6 « 6 - « « «© S/LD 
SS IS SS a a 
CeCe. 4 2. ws sl le CBD 
Bal) 9 6 ee: en Le 
SOI 5 SR SS I i a 
CCM UC 4 6 es tls sll ele IDWS 
MOO! 5 5G 5 655s 


me ea ee ne ee mi 


iDescribed by Alain C. Enthoven, "Systems Analysis 
and the Navy,” in Fremont J. Lyden and Ernest G. Miller, eds., 
7 ote costa, Sudgeting, A Systems Approach to 


a 
ee _ dans?camamammentieini na 


Management (Chicago: Markham Publishing Co., 1967), pp. 268-269. 
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Mite table andicates that, on the average, a force of 
340 missiles can be expected to destroy 90 targets. But 
MiiiiedtaibeolyeEne Cuesti0n arises as to whether the capability 
to destroy ninety targets (90 per cent effectiveness) is worth 
moe cost. is it worth the price of 16 extra missiles to raise 
mie average numoer Of targets destroyed from 89 to 90; or 
of 140 extra missiles to raise the average number of targets 
destroyed from 75 to 90? It becomes necessary at this point 
to examine not only total costs and total effectiveness, but 
also marginal costs and marginal effectiveness. To achieve 
90 per cent effectiveness, Table 1 reveals that the average 
cost per target destroyed is 3.8 missiles, while the marginal 
cost per target destroyed is 16 missiles. Similarly, the 
341st missile will have a marginal effectiveness of one- 
Sixteenth of one target destroyed. Thus, it is necessary for 
the rational decision maker to consider the marginal costs 
and marginal effectiveness of alternative forces to enable 
him to judge at what point the extra target destruction 
resulting from more missiles is no longer worth the extra cost. 
The Marginal comparison of alternatives is the essence of 
economic analysis. 

The PPB system is a decision making system based on 
the economic analysis of alternatives. PPB attempts to usc 
every available analytical technique to develop the costs and 
benefits (effectiveness) of alternatives so that judgment can 


Pemoppiteq to Make the best decision. Charles Schultze, 
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Pears lrreetomo: the Bureau of the Budget, described the 
relationship between PPB and economic analysis as follows: 
Pree tswarsystem that starts with planning about 
SOC ese ovelOps programs through analysis on the 
basis of those objectives, and translates those programs 
into budgetary requirements. So PPB is a system which 
gee wee eerelace Policy planning . . . to resource 
io ween Oo t-Crrecciveness analysis is an analytic 
technique which goes into planning for the use of 
resources. 
The problem of allocating resources within the Coast 
Guard involves choosing that mix of programs which will give 
the most benefit for the resources available, or achieve a 


required level of benefit at the least cost. Cost-benefit 


models assist in making this determination. 


Mecte-benefit (Htfectiveness) Models 


Se te a ee 





The essence of the analytical. Bach ee) vey al eve: 
problems of choice is to construct and operate within a 
iecel-=—-a Simpliticd abstraction of the real world that reflects 
the cause-and-effect relationships appropriate to the problem. 
Tne role of the model is to enable management to estimate the 
Pee Mawoctctlis Of Cfrectiveness Of various alternatives. 

A criterion can then be used to weigh the costs against 


benefits, and arrange the alternatives in order of preference. ? 


Figure 1 illustrates the process of quantitative analysis. 


EGS oe: Congress, Senate, Committee on Government 
Operations, Subcommittee on National Security and International 
Operations, Planning-Programming-Budgeting: Initial Memorandun, 
SdtheGong., Ist sess. 
eee IG /) > p. 43. 





ees 


(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing’ 


2Quade, ioweeemow analysis Tecunhiques for PPB,” pp. 5-8. 
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BHconomic models that estimate the costs and benefits 
(effectiveness) of alternatives can be used to determine the 
Gpeimum Tresource-mix Strategy when confronted with either a 
required capability or a budget constraint. Approaching the 
mesOuUrce allocation problem from the viewpoint of getting the 
(est Oeneiii: from a given .level of resources, it is necessary 
to work in terms of marginal rates of transformation and 
Substitution. Approaching the problem in terms of achieving a 
Geyer level of benefit at the least cost, it is necessary to 
work in terms of marginal benefits and marginal costs.1 

To achieve an optimum mix of resources, one must 
develop a model expressing benefit or utility derived in 
terms Of various combinations of resource inputs. Figure 2 
illustrates how an economic model can be utilized to help the 
decision maker choose the best combination of Programs X and Y 
Pemoecete vena imum benefit from a given level of resources. 

Figure 2 shows that with a given budget constraint 
ieee COMOInatlon of programs X and Y, represented 
Meroe ey ewierch will give maximum benefit or effectiveness. 
Toe Geptescits thie Optimal mix of the two programs. The 
eee ewoteeae oudge: ine indicates that the total cost 


PIeeCve mum emon .ecuals the total Gost of one unit of Y. 


lcharles J. Decca De ctoLoneMaking for Defense 


= -—— 


Vege wear s-wmiversity Of California Press, 1967), p. 52. 
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Sub-optimization is alSo necesSary to achieve optimum 
solutions to problems of choice. Sub-optimization means choosing 
the best alternative for a subsystem of the total system. If 
the Coast Guard tries to decide between a conventional and 
nuclear power plant for a new icebreaker, taking the other 


SiGe seertictiies G@= the Ship aS given, it is sub-optimizing. 
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The above discussion has illustrated a conceptual 
Peciev@lw tO resolving prooliems of economic choice. Although 
mnere 1S a difference between the application of cost-benefit 
Poetic ary aid ian practice due to difficulties in 
measuring costs and benefits, uncertainty, etc.; economic 
analysis does provide a way of looking at resource allocation 
problems in a logical and consistent manner. Hitch and McKean 
point out that the essence of economic choice is not quantita- 
tive analysis, but rather the comparison of all relevant 
alternatives from the point of view of the objective which 
each can accomplish and the costs which each involves; and the 
selection of the best alternative through the use of appropriate 
economic criteria. They state that by arraying the alternatives 
and attempting to use sound criteria in choosing the most 


efficient ones, "decisions are likely to be improved even 


though the considerations brought to bear are mainly gualita- 


Gave ang intuitive. it 


— a a ee ee 


luitch and McKean, Economics of Defense, p. 107. 
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CeeeraR Lit 
Peo ALEOCAT ION IN THE COAST GUARD 


Pie oun oOse OF this chapter is to describe how resource 
allocation decisions in the Coast Guard are presently being 
made under the PPB system. 

A major innovation of the PPB system was the employment 
Of an objective-oriented program Structure. The purpose of 
the program structure was to facilitate comparison of the cost 
and effectiveness of alternative ways of accomplishing agency 
objectives by grouping agency activities with common objectives 
Or outputs. A discussion of the PPB resource allocation 
process in the Coast Guard therefore requires an understanding 
Of the formal PPB framework of the Coast Guard and its 


relationship to the Departmental PPB structure. 


Peteeorship to DOT PPB System 
Peseta) sol-570 transrkerred the United States Coast 
Guard from the Treasury Department to the newly created 
PePpertnemwe Of transportation (DOT) on 1 April 1967. Asa 


result, the Coast Guard has operated under two different 


departmental program structures in the past three years. 
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ewe Were program Structure of the Department of 
WieieOOrteation Groups DOT's programs into five major 
Pee COrlesa: (1) Urdan LPransportation, (2) inter-Urban 
MemMopotratton, (3) International Transportation, (4) General 
Transportation Safety and Other National Interests, and 
Peco tera suopore. Bese groupings of Departmental 
activities are designed to facilitate the identification of 
problems and the analytic comparison of the costs, benefits, 
pGmetmcee1vyeness Of alternative programs.! Coast Cuard 
activities are represented in all categories except Program 
Seeegory I. 

MiemeecetcescteGuckLine Of Lhe Department of Transpor- 
tation is based on the broad odjectives of the Department 
which are currently identified as: (1) economic efficiency, 
(2) optimal use of environment resources, (3) safety, and 
femeoue  or noemotner Nacional interests.2 Thus, the PPB 
Syotem provides for the identification of Coast Guard objectives 
and the consideration of Coast Guard programs within the 
faemievwork oF tne DOT program Structure. 

The basic documents of the PPB system, and the 
principal function of each, are described below. The Program 
Memorandums, Program and Financial Pians, and Special Studies 
are documents utilized by the Department for justification 


of budget requests to the Bureau of the Budget and Congress. 


~ 


Ipepartment Cie diope boron, DOT Order 2400 =27 Gee 


2Ibid. 
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The Program Data Summarics and Program Proposals are the basic 
documents submitted by the Coast Guard to the Department in 
justification of its budget requests. These latter two 
documents represent a summary of Coast Guard resource allocation 
decisions by programs, and provide the input data for the 
Be wartioncel documents. A narrative summary of each document 
mel Lows. . : 

Peo estaiewmeramcum (PM). A PM presents an overall 
Summary of the Department's recommendations for each program 
category, a statement of the major program issues requiring 
decision in the budget year, a comparison of the cost and 
effectiveness of alternatives for resolving those issues in 
relation to Departmental objectives, and the Department's 
recommendations on those issues. The Program Memorandum 
provides the rationale or documentation for strategic decisions 
meeleectca im tie Program and Financial Plan for the budget year. 

Ae ee eecgham and Panancial Pian (els «a 
comprehensive multi-year summary of Departmental programs in 
Pi Mose tel~awelkDUrs, COStS, and financing requirements. 
Tt outlines the future implications of current program decisions 
Syemmeneertea Ot five years. The outputs listed in PFP 
represent the measurable end-products or services that are 
produced by each program element. The PFP serves as the Dasic 
planning document for the Department and acts as a bridge to 
fee amnweleoueger allocations to longer-range plans and 


priorities. The PFP also contains a "budget crosswalk" which 





355 
Peewee re pL Ojam COSt> to whe Congressional appropriation 
eer C, 

ee ee sot udiee 405) are detailed studies which 
provide the analytic basis for decisions on program choices 
and alternatives contained in the Prodqram Memoranda. ‘tThese 
studies are of two gencral types: (1) those studies which 
peewpetTLOrica to resolve an 1Ssuc in the current budget year, 
and (2) those longer--range studies which continue beyond the 
budget year. 

pee SOC eo Ne temescels (PP) are documents submitted by 
the Coast Guard to DOT which contain a narrative summary of 
the objectives, background, problems, alternatives, and 
Deerterence, and legislation requirements for each Coast Guard 
program. The Program Proposals also contain a narrative 
financial summary of proposed changes in the Research and 
Development, Investment, and Operating Expense Appropriations. 
The PP serves essentially the same function for Coast Guard 
Headquarters aS the PM does for DOT. 

5. Program Data Summaries (PDS) are comprehensive 
multi--year Summaries of See Guard programs in terms of 
outputs, benefits, resources or costs, and appropriations. 
tiem eaOcran Daca summary Serves aS the basic Coast Guard 


planning document. + 


Pana: |OUONa Wolo oer 
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Coast Guard Program Structure 


te wee ee 








The program structure of the Coast Guard has 
Pie omgOne  NUMerOuUS MOd1tications during the past few years. 
Mmiese changes can be attributed to refinement of the PPB system 
Meme ienwaynamle Cnvironment of Coast Guard activities. From 
the ten mission-oriented categories estanvlished by the Roles 
Mem Wostloic otudy, the program Structure of the Coast Guard 
mae eVOlVed tO a framework consisting of nine program areas 
and twenty-one program elements. 

Figure 3 outlines the Coast Guard program structure 
now being used under the Department of Transportation. MThe 
nine program areas represent areas of major Coast Guard 
endeavor which fulfill statutory or executive requirements. 
jhese areaS are mission-oriented and are made up of program 
erements or programs. 1 The program element is the third level 
in the DOT program structure. It is at this level that cee 
Poe fe cliarceinciiages 1tS programs and justifies them to the 
Department. 2 he Coast Guard has eighteen mission-oriented 


and three support-oriented programs. 


eat 


Itmne Coast Guard normaliy refers to program elements 
as programs. The two terms are considered synonymous in 
this paper. For example, the Search and Rescue program shown 
in Figure 3 iS a program element under tne DOT progran 
structure, but is usually referred to as a program within the 
Coast, Guard. 


eee mesement of Transportation, Coast Guard, 
Mion aideerogrammeng Manual (CG-411), October 15, 1962, 
p. 1-4. [Cited hereafter as Planning and Programming Manual). 
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Peognam Cost Categories 


a re ae te 





RewOtecCeomwate tie Goocs and services consumed by 
program activities; they represent the inputs of a procram. 
ieee ONetary value oO: the resources identified with a program 
Meetne program cost. 

fe Oeee = anu cOcts are generally divided into three 
categories, corresponding to differences in the time pattern 
by which they are incurred and in the duration of their 
SOnmlrioucion to program benefits.* The costs of Coast Guard 
programs are classified by research and development costs, 
capital investment costs, and operating costs. This class- 
ification of costs corresponds to the major Coast Guard 
appropriation categories. 

Research and Development costs include all costs 
associated with the development of a new capability to the 
point where it 1S ready for operational use. Investment costs 
are those one~time outlays required beyond the R&D phase to 
Pe meimamnewecavavtlity ready for operational use. Invest- 
Poe omeo wom teurc include Chose outlays for construction of 
new facilities, purchase of equipment, and training of 
personnel. Coast Guard investment costs are represented by 
approved Acquisition, Construction and Improvement projects. 
Operating costs are those recurring costs required to maintain 


and operate a capability throughout its useful life. 


a eee ee 


INovick, "Long-Range Planning Through Program 
Buagqeting,” p. 4. 


2ibid., (ome oie 
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Ver eee system, all three elements of cost are 
projected on a year-by-year basis and summed for each program 
element. This format allows the capital and operating cost 
Pieeiecaelons OL programs to be looked at together, not 
Peparacely eS in the traditional budgeting method. 1 

WRe Purpose Of requiring this breakdown of costs 
within each program element is to provide management with 
relevant cost information where decisions must be made at 
various stages in the development of a system or project. The 
full costing of programs and alternatives is required to achieve 


consistency in the cost estimates usec for program analysis. 
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The management of Coast Guard programs is centralized 
eee e CU Goeteacgiiarcers under a program manager concept. 
MiemOtnCipal pazsticipants in the Coast Guard PPB system are 
ieee rooran Menagers, Program Directors, and the PPP staff 
comoonents in the Office of the Chief of Staff. 

Wiew WeaaseeValiacion, Program Analysis, and Budget 
Perrone tie tie OLtice of the Chief of Staff have central staff 
responsibility for PPB. These divisions are oriented toward 
tne overall objectives of the Coast Guard while the program 
directors and managers are oriented to specific program areas. 


They assemble and evaluate PPB inputs from the program directors 


into the overall Coast Guard program. 


a 
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Pee Sey eopolsibility for the planning, programming, 
and execution of Coast Guard programs is vested in "Program 
Managers” and "Program Directors." A program manager is 
feevomateds (Or Coach program element, while a program director 
MS assignea fOr each program area. The program directors and 
Gegieaiers are responsible for the accomplishment of program 
ebjectives effectively and efficiently by short and long-range 
planning, and the programming of personnel and material 
feeieceo.) fac Program Manager reports to a program director, 
who may have several proyram managers reporting to him as shown 
Pye ioure 3 3n the Drevyious section, and who has been assigned 
responsibility for the overall management of a specific program 
area such as Searcn and Rescue or Aids to Navigation. The 


mecie nec reeeor 1S tae focal point at which mayor polic 
Gg 


fecistons are trenslated into plans, programs, budgets, and 


ovo Lk MeL Be ee for the specific guidance of his program 
Managers and assigned units. Program managers become deeply 
anvolved in detailed planning, programming, and budgeting for 
Sees epGtera Programs; and in program execution. It is at the 
program manager level that the majority of PPB data is developed 
in the Coast Guara.t 

Ties messdon-orlented program directors and program 
managers are provided logistical support by support directors 


and their support inanagers. The support directors are 


me ee ee eae ee 


Iplanmning and Pee caummg Manual, po. II-l, I1I-l. 


ee 





aS 
Pe Polel ie tO tie program directors for the actual administration 
Pees, rOrerOoviaing doliar estimates on projects, for design 
S@erede-eLictics, Maintenance of facilities, training, the 
asSlgnment and payment of personnel, etc.1 The OEOCG Al tanc 


Support directors at Coast Guard Headquarters are shown belo‘. 


Program Directors (Line) 
Chen, Ortice Of Operations 
Chief, Office of Boating Safety 
Chief, Office of Merchant Marine Safety 
Chief, Office of Reserve 
Meeoore ireccors (Staff) 
Chief, Office of Engineering 
Chief, Office of Personnel 
Gisere G&fice of Comptroller 
Chief, Office of Research & Development 
The above discussion has focused on the program 
Management responsibility at Coast Guard Headquarters. The 
TavecgemeyG OneCOaSt Guard progdrems at the district level 
follows the same pattem employed at Headquarters. For examole, 
the Chief of the Operations Division in each district is the 
district program manager for the same programs as the Chief, 
Pate Orolo moieronceat Headquarters. District and Headquarter 


units beccme involved in the PPB system through submission 


Pee roe omic teeal Inoue documents: (1) Planning Proposals, 


ee a ee 


lipid., p. I-5. 
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(2) Development Plans, and (3) AC&I Project Proposal Reports. 1 
These documents provide the basis for resource planning and 


programming at Headquarters. 


Budgetary Decisions Under PPBS 

The previous sections of this chapter have laid the 
groundwork for a discussion of how resource allocation decisions 
are made in the Coast Guard. This section will describe how 
program decisions are actually made in the Coast Guard at the 
(Meesoent Stage of PPB development. 

An important feature of Coast Guard financial management 
meee Major role played by the Chief of Staff. Unlike the 
Comptroller in the other Services, the Coast Guard comptroller 
femal SUDDOrTt GLreccor or SberE OF Lea The title of 
comptroller in the Coast Guard refers to the individual 
Beep enotoleyroresubpOort-Ori1ented functions such as supply, 
accounting, and disbursing. The management of financial 
resources in the Coast Guard is directed and coordinated by the 


eet @otwoecats win addition, the Chief of Staff directly 


eee oe re we eee 





Ip Planning Proposal is the basic document utilized 
bec Piotr icte On Headquarters unit to recommend changes to an 
esting Dlan ancluding changes in billet structure, personnel, 
and facilities. A Development Plan is a document used to 
justify a major shore facility investment which will require 
multi-year funding. AC&I Project Proposal Reports are time 
phased reports supporting the Development Plan and are used 
for approval of the details of a capital investment project. 


2CDR William H. BPievce@alommica, USCG, "On Making 
Pugeematyeleclstons for the U.S. Coast Guard,” The Armed 
eae so weomocroiloar, XLV (April, 1969), 38-42. 





Al] 
SO@ETOlo certain appropriation subheads. For examole, military 
pay, Which comprises approximately 50 per cent of the Coast 
Syalo Opecracing Expense Appropriation, is controlled by the 
Pe eiwOtsoecatt= tus, the Chief of Staff is the focal point 


Ber witayOr reSOurcCe allocation decisions in the Coast Guard. 


Paogram Competition 





An appreciation of the program competition for limited 
Seimei resOurces in the Coast Guard is provided by the relative 
Sizes of Coast Guard programs. The major Coast Guard 
activities, along with their respective share of Coast Guard 


EMerOpr lations are as follows: 


1. Search and Rescue 32% 
2. Aids to Navigation 24% 
3. Merchant Marine Safety 6% 
4, Marine Law Enforcement 8% 
oS. Marine Science. WA 
6. Military Readiness & Operations 10% 
Ue Reserve Training 8% 


The program directors associated with these specific activities 
sponsor programs with a direct annual cost of about $425 million 
for research and development, capital investment, and operating 
expenses; while an additional $150 million is sponsored by 
Support directors to cover the Coast Guard's "cost of doing 
business." 

Although each program manager has a clearly identifiable 
area of responsibility, his cognizance over specific operating 
Poemteteanis less clear cut. Most Coast Guard field units, 
such as ships, air stations, and bases, are multi-functional; 


and are costed to programs through a computer-assisted blend of 
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Seeee DOL eS and sOecrational Statistics. For purposes of 
Peogleam jUstitication, however, program directors and/or 
PPPpore deeectors assume jurisdiction on the basis of a 


vt 


previously defined “primary mission" for on Gree of Coast 
Mires CULlLGr, aircratt, or Shore Station. The assignment of 
primary facility responsibility to the various program and 
Support directors was required to comply with Bureau of the 
Budget instructions to include capital investment (AC&I) and 
research and development (R&D) costs under each individual 
program element.! The designated "program owner” thus serves 


as Watcndog and spokesman for his “program users" throughout. 


the budget cycle. 


feogram Decisions 

Central coordination and guidance during the proagram 
competition for reSources is provided by the Chief of Staff and 
the Plans Evaluation, Program Analysis, and Budget Divisions at 
Coast Guard Headquarters. The relative effort exoended by eacn 
division on the budget year program changes with the various 
phases of the budget process. As seen below, the major emphasis 
SmmUntodtction over the budget program shifts from Plans 
Evaluation to Program Analysis to the Budget Division as the 
budget year draws closer. 

The Plans Evaluation Division (CPE) coordinates the 


development of Coast Guard long-range plans and objectives 


through review of planning proposals and unit development plans. 


om ee ams 


Se Department of Transportation, Coast Guard, 
Come cent instruc eton 5010.3: Program Responsibility in the 


er ne ee ny 


Coast Guard, August 21, 1968, p. 1. 
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Mi also Coordinates and revicws all analytic studies. Plans 
Pvyormmiaelon Division, under the Chief of Staff, is responsible 
For evaluating program planning for the period beyond the budget 
year (BY+2). During this period, cost~benefit (effectiveness) 
Studies are madc, programs are marked for increased emphasis 
@mrcut-back, and detailed plans apemoevelopecd es tOreacculLring tic 


most effective mix of hardware and facilities. By virtue of 


its authority to approve unit development and hardware replace- 
ment plans, Plans Evaluation assumes the dominant role in the 
resource allocation process beyond BY+2. 

une Program ae Division (CPA) 1s responsible for 
translating near term plans into budget year programs. ‘The 
programming of resources is based on approved Resource Cnange 
Pe@eeeals. Program Analysis Division also coordinates the 
preparation of the annual Program Proposals and Program Data 
Summaries suomitted to the Department of Transportation. The 
Peegimams Stalt pPertorms the major work on the budget year program 
during the budget preparation cycle which extends from BYt2 to 
BY1+G months. During this period, attention generally shifts 
away from “justification of the base" emphasized by Plans 
Evaluation, and concentrates on competition for new progranis, 
additional personnel, and capital improvements. It is during 
this phase that resource allocation decisions are made in the 
Sga-eeclard- commander W. H. Fitzgerald, Chicf of the Budget 
Division at Coast Guard Headquarters, has succinctly described 


itm ines taime@: srescources im the Coast Guard as follows: 
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ieee termite sclecti0n of programs which will 
constitute the budget document represents a choice 
among program changes (all desirabie) on the basis 
of relative cost-effectiveness, balance, national 
NMeecaywaMewoOrOsUecctS Of Successful presentation and 
Jee eee etowes-toOroe the final arbiters for the pudlic, 
our congressional committees.1 

[ieee ralepiwese In tite Coast Guard budgetary process 
ms the conversion of program decisions to financial plans, and 
Gees Olacemecins Of auLtOrizea resources into the appropriate 
Gnannels for program execution. The Eudget Division (CBU) 
is responsible for preparing the Coast Guard's budget documents 
and coordinating the execution of approved programs. The 
Budget Division also directly manages those appropriation 
Pees tetalineda Dy tie Chief of Staff. Thus, the major PPB 
meee ee expeoeo during the budget presentation cycle which 
extends from BY*6 months to BY is performed by the Budget 
Petoion at Coast Guard Neadquarters. 

After funds have been appropriated by Congress, it 
Frequently becomes necessary to reallocate available resources 
between programs and/or subheads due to budget revisions by 
Congress, or the need to divert funds to high priority con- 
tingencies which arise. In recent years, many of the adjustments 
required in the Coast Guard budget have been downward, requiring 


sucn drastic measures aS withdrawing Service, cancelling planned 


construction, and decommissioning operating units.2 


—_— ses 


lpitzgerald, Budgetary Decisions for the Coast Guard, 42. 


2u.S., Department of Transportation, Coast Guard, 
Ccmteagetemmieerteccion 7132.6: Potential Budget Revisions or 
Reallocations in Operating Expenses meer eser ve Training, 
Septemeer 4, 1969, p- 1. | 
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To ensure that any reallocation of resources is made 
in the most appropriate areas, predetermined priorities are 
established by programs and by districts to identify where 
funds could be withdrawn with the least damage to public service 
rendered and the long-run operations of the Coast Guard. The 
dollar equivalent of these priorities 1S equal to approximately 
eo cen Of the prior £1Scal year allocated budget.1 The 
major emphasis on identifying priorities for potential reallo- 


@eetoms 1S in the Operating Expense Appropriation. 


Oe rr ee as Rt ae + ate ee oe 


Near the end of the budget presentation cycle, budgetary 

emphasis shifts from program decisions to program execution. 

The execution of Coast Guard programs is largely in the hands 

Of the support directors and field commanders, with the program 
directors and managers at Headquarters monitoring progress 
maaiurect iy through their field counterparts. Figure 4 
Mbl@srmeteseene pattern for distribution of Coast Guard avpropri- 
ations. 

A significant fact shown by Figure 4 is the predominant 
role of Support directors in the day-to-day budget execution. 
TeOUeMmmienCOdst Gliard budget 1S justified to the Department 
of Transportation and Congress on the basis of PPB programs, 
funds are apportioned out and accounted for on the basis of 


subdheads in the traditional appropriation budget. 


a a ee a ee 


lipid. , Oe 22. 
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Bucget requests from Coast Guard ficld commands are 
Suomitted to llicadquarters in the traditional appropriation 
budget format. When appropriations are received from Congress, 
they are allocated by subhead to the various support directors 
in Headquarters. The support directors then allocate funds to 
the major field commands in, accordance with approved budget 
requests by functional subheads such as personnel travel, 
vessel maintenance, fuel, and military pay. Each subdhead is 
Managed and largely controlled by a different individual. Thus, 
the administration of Coast Guard dollar resources is along 


Punecwonal lines and not program lines. 





GUAPIER IV 


BV EUATION OF 


GOP eecenkD PPB SYSTEM 


Secretary of the Air Force Robert C. Seamans recently 
Meatea tliat tiie touchest yoo the Air Force has ... is the 
allocation of the available resources .. . in order to have 
mote military cavabilities five or ten years hence."1 This 
paper has emphasized that the efficient allocation of available 
resources is also the toughest job faced by the Coast Guard. 
The purpose of this chapter is to evaluate the extent of 
improvement in allocating limited resources in the Coast Guare@d 
under the Planning, Programming, Budgeting System. 

Despite difficulties in adopting the PPB system, research 
fer this paper has indicated that the PPB approach to resource 
allocation has improved the decision making process in the 
Coast Guard as evidenced by a more rational allocation of 
Po Oeco moc erer Planning, and a modernized management 
philosophy. These improvements over the pre~PPB situation, 
Mente tse esome Practical limitations of PPB, are discussed 


Ss (e Low ° 


lv ysar Mg@mizes over Allocation of FY 1970 Resources," 
Armed Forces Management, XVI (October, 1969), 55-56. 
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Better Allocation of Resources 

Se we elemental lon Of a Planning, Proqramming, 
Budgeting System within the Coast Guard, there has been a 
Suostantial imorovement in the structure, quality, and 
igetbevyance Of AanitOrmation on which resource allocation decisions 
are based. The information provided by the measurement of 
program outputs and benefits in quantitative non-financial 
terms, the systematic quantitative analysis of alternatives, 
the arrangement of this information within an o»ojective-oriented 
Preogram structure, and the use of this information in decision 
Memeo Was resulted in a better allocation of Coast Guard 


fmeogurtrCes . 


me rn em ee ew ee 


The PPB system has resulted in a more specific and 
fete ~ee tere ston of Coast Guard objectives and accomplish- 
(owe lowe enOo. an OUuLDPUL-~Oriented program structure based 
on objectives has forced the Coast Guard to develop criteria 
for determining the cost-effectiveness and cost-benefit of 
paegrams, and to evalwate policies followed in the conduct of 
Specific programs. As a result, quantitative non-financial 
measures of outputs and benefits have been developed for most 
Coast Guard programs as a means to determine the effectiveness 
of various activities and programs. In addition to making the 
See et yes OL Coast Gillard programs more precise, PPBS has 


fete -Ie-OmlGerittyeadual programs and objectives. To illustrate 
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the type of quantitative criteria developed under the PPP 
Bee ee CO Oas ee Guard Search and Rescue (SAR) Program will 
be discussed in terms of quantified outputs, benefits, and 
effectiveness. 

Search and Rescue 1S a major operating activity of the 
Coast Guard in terms of resources required. Coast Guard 
resources cmployed in searcn and rescue are nearly aJjll multi-~ 
Mission and include, in addition to command and control 
facilities, 176 shore stations and bases with boats attached, 
36 high endurance cutters, 24 medium endurance cutters, 79 
Peetrol crart, ana 114 operational aircraft.! ne cost of the 
= pEOootral for £iseal year 1970 totaled $116 million, or 
Memeeer cent of the Coast Guard budget. 

The objective of the Search and Rescue program is “to 
render aid to persons and property in distress on or over the 
high seas and waters suo‘ject to the jurisdiction of the United 
Gtates."4 For purposes of program analysis, this objective 
must be defined in a measurable way. The output of the Coast 
Guard SAR program is measured by the number of SAR sorties, 


@remnumnoecr mow oAR responses; "and the number of SAR cases 


em ae ee a 


jee serement OL Transportation, Coast Guard, 
eee ee taro toy Program Proposals, April 30, 1969, p. 196. 


Acar cle 
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responded to.+ hese outputs are a quantitative measure of the 
Peo wOrOcweces Producea by the SAR program. ‘They represent the 
Se jectives Of (ie SAR program expresscd in explicit output~ 
oriented terms. Such output measures are useful for internal 
Coast Guard planning and programming; however, they do not 
measure the degree to which the SAR program accomolishes its 
objective (effectiveness) or the utility (benefit) derived 
from the SAR program. Measures that indicate program benefits 
and effectiveness nee essential for program analysis and for 
making informed program decisions. 

The general program objective implies what the overall 
benefits of the Search and Rescue Program should be through the 
Pomaeses ald tO persons and property in distress .. .° The 
benefits of a program that renders aid to persons and property 
im distress must be measured in terms of what the program does 
for the clientele. The most important function is the Saving 
of life, or the prevention of death. Other benefits include 
Prevyencion ct lOss Of property, prevention of injury, relief of 
alixiety, expeditious return of the distressed party to a 


Peeeromr or Non -aistress, and So on. Unfortunately, technigues 


ee tee ese 


lA SAR response represents action taken by one Coast 
Guard operating facility. For example, an air station sending 
three planes on a SAR case would get credit for one response; 
a ship proceeding on the same case would be credited with one 
response; and a shore station sending one or more boats on 
the same case would also be credited with one response--three 


SAR responses for one SAR case responded to. A SAR sortie 
represents a Single voyage, flight, or trip made by a piece of 
SAR hardware. In the example referred to above, the air 


station would count three sorties, the ship one, and the shore 
Pemieci@eogemoagrele for each boat sent out. 
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for measuring some of these benefits in quantitative terns 
have not been developed. The benefit of the Coast Guard SAR 
Program iS measured by the numer of deaths prevented, the 
number of injuries prevented, and the value of property saved 
Pepe eect or Coast Guard SAR efforts. 

Deaths prevented, injuries prevented, and property 
damaged prevented are considered to be valid measures of 
benefits from safety programs. Many organizations and govern- 
ment agencies concerned with safety use "actual deaths” as 
the principal program benefit indicator. The number of actual 
deaths is important management information, but it does not 
indicate the total or absolute benefit. It would be unrealistic 
for the SAR program to take credit for all the lives which were 
not lost. This is essentially what is done when actual deaths 
per exposure are presented as indicative of the success of a 
Samerty Program. TO illustrate this, consider the extreme 
case of an extensive safety program which produces no benefits. 
A safety program with no benefits would be one in which actual 
@eatns are identical to the number of deaths had there been 
no safety program (assuming number persons exposed remains 
constant). Using actual deaths as the indicator of benefits 


would fail to reveal that no lives were being saved by the 








—— wee 


Ba, Pepasemecnt, Of Transportation, Coast Guard, 
Pieroni hnemecite: of SLari to Program Directors, 
Peewee Oerinattons,; March 12, 1969, p. SAR 5. 





Sarety programm. 1 

Although safety benefits can seldom be measured 
Gereoe ely, ney can be estimated with some degree of accuracy, 
Pena under certain conditions, soca a luigi degree of accuracy. 
Renee erm ela! deaths prevented by the Coast Guard SAR 
program could be determined if it is first determined how many 
lives would have been lost had there been no SAR program, and 
then suvtracting the actual deaths which occurred from that 
number.2 The Coast Guard SAR reporting system provides the 
data necessary to determine, with a fairly high degree of 
accuracy, how many lives would have been lost had there been 
NO SAR program. Data concerning actual deaths are available 
from the Coast Guard Boating Safety Program and the Commercial 
Vessel Safety Program. The SAR reporting system also provides 
data on injuries prevented and ane value of property saved as 
a result of Coast Guard SAR efforts; however, these benefits 
are very difficult to measure. 

The effectiveness of the Coast Guard SAR program should 
indicate how well the program accomplishes its objective. The 
measure of effectiveness should reflect the degree of success 
of the SAR effort in rendering aid to persons and property in 
distress on or over the high seas and waters subject to the 


Piet eeememecmnule United States. In order to be 100 per cent 


EWS ee. Department of Transportation, Coast Guard, 
Peele wemecOotsy benefits, and Hifectiveness of the Merchant 


a 


Marine Safety Program, May 1, 1968, pp. 39-40. 
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eee eve, eve Coast Guard SAR program would have to prevent 
ee Seer every iigury, all property loss, and all intangible 
losses. Since this is impossible, something less than 100 
me@rce) sslcC@ooe ust be accepted. The measure of effectiveness 


Heed for the SAR program is 1 


a 


; Deaths Prevented 
Deans erevenrcea + Lives Lost 





It is considered that basing effectiveness on deaths 
alone 1S acceptable to represent the effectiveness of the 
overall SAR program. Previous discussion has indicated that 
the emphasis of the SAR program is on the saving of lives, and 
that benefits based on injuries and property damage prevented 
fee wamiricultiel@ Measure. Quade and Boucher point out that 
"the measure of effectiveness should reflect the essence of the 
proviem and make measurement both feasible and as easy as 
possible. "4 

It should be emphasized that effectiveness is not the 
Same as efficiency. Effectiveness per se does not consider the 
@C@strenoc resources reduired to achieve a desired objective. 
Efficiency involves getting the maximum effectiveness out of 
a given budget level, or achieving a specified level of 
effectiveness at minimum cost. It requires a comparison of 


bss wCOlrSeS Of action in terms of their costs and 
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H6oase Guard, Program Definitions, pp. SAR 14-15. 


ZeeeoeOuade and W. I. Boucher, eds., Systems Analysis 
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ioe oieey so lamiting: | Apolications in Defense (New York: 
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american Elsevier Pudiishing Company, Inc., 1968), p. 61. 
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effectiveness in obtaining a specified objective.t BES Lerency 
mequires the economic analysis of relevant alternatives to 
See mene ye Ne wmargimal cost of effectivencss. 

Ute vOipotley seiloLces faced by the Coast Guard 
involve more than the efficient allocation of resources among 
alternative uses. Many decision problems associated with the 
PPB system require "deciding what ought to be done as well 


iS. MOw tO. do it. "4 


They require making aSsumptions about 

future conditions or events, identifying long-range objectives 
and translating them into quantitative terms, and establishing 
criteria for choosing among alternatives, as well as comparing 
alternative policies or strategies for achieving each objective 
in terms of their costs and effectiveness. Such problems 
require the application of systems analysis to help the decision 


maker identify a preferred course of action from among possible 


pebeetnatlves. 


Systematic Analysis of Altcrnatives 





The systematic quantitative analysis of alternatives 
advocated by the PPB system has made an important contribution 
to resource allocation decisions in the Coast Guard. The 
cost-henefit or cost-effectiveness analysis of alternatives 


has enabled Coast Guard Headquarters to make tradeoffs betwecn 


i 


louade, "Systems Analysis Techniques for PPB," p. 4. 
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programs and to consider realistic alternative courses of 
eee vitae al lbenes. Reedel, former Assistant Chicf of 
staff for Planning, Programming, and Budgeting at Coast Guard 
Headquarcers, has acescribed the use of PPB in the Coast Guard 
ao LtOllows: 

It 1S designed to present a group of alternatives 

for top management to consider in making their judgment 
decisions . . . We attempt to plan five years ahead, 
based on in-depth studies .. . We develop feasible 
alternatives and establish priorities hy applying sound 
analytical thinking and judement to all programs and 
Dewees thercor, | 

Systems analysis is frequently described as quantified 
common sense. In quantifiable terms, the questions that 
systems analysis is trying to resolve could be expressed as: 
(1) are the increased benefits of doing something sufficient 
bomortset tie increascda costs? and (2) are the decreased costs 
Surricient to offset the increased risk that one must take 
due to reduced effectiveness? Ideally, the answers to these 
questions require the quantitative economic analysis of 
alternatives, 

In the Coast Guard, the systematic analysis of 
alternatives 1S accomplished through three different types of 
Special analytical studies known as issue, policy or position 
studies. An issue study is the most comprehensive of the three, 


PC m—omeote mde tie Girection of the Bureau of the Budget or the 


Department of Transportation. Policy and position studics are 


feces Department Of Transportation, Coast Guard, 
ft eoomene tee ecomancd Vistrict Commanders’ Conference: 11-18 
Cereteoa 1708, pp. 2-7 and 2-8. | 
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imternal Coast Guard studies and are generally of a less 
SGem@prenensivye Nature. Sud-optimization analytical studies are 
also performed for the design of major hardware within 
Sep roved programs. 

Special analytical studies form an integral part of 
M@em@oast Guard Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System. 
These studies analyze feasible alternative policies and 
procedures for undertaking new projects or for revising, 
enlarging, or abandoning existing programs. They also examine 
the effectiveness of past programs in terms of costs and 
benefits, and comoare alternative mixes of programs. In this 
way they provide top management at Headguarters with a sound 
analytical base for resource allocation decisions which control 
relative program emphasis and direct the Coast Guard's course 
into the future.1t 

Although systems analysis or cost-benefit (effectiveness) 
analysis based on economic analysis theoretically provides a 
powerful tool for analyzing and evaluating the economic worth 
of Coast Guard programs, in reality, there are practical 
problems which limit the role of systems analysis in Coast 
Guard resource allocation decisions. Difficulty in measuring 
the costs and benefits of existing programs, for examole, makes 


it impossible for the Coast Guard to evaluate changes in 


policies and procedures in terms of marginal costs and marginal 


me a 


scoast Seeder euoy mot COse, Benefits, and Effectiveness 
Cee setae Marine Safety Program, p. 1. 
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benefits. Instead, resource allocation decisions are based on 
priorities estadlished by programs within each appropriation 
Category (Research and Development; Acqusition, Construction, 
and Improvements; Operating I:xpenses; and Reserve Training). 

Since the systematic analysis of alternatives is the 
cornerstone of the PPB system, "it would be naive to expect 
PPB to serve aS a magic formula for pinpointing the vreferred 


alternatives. "1 


In addition to difficulty in measuring costs 
and benefits, limitations inherent in most problems of choice 
may include uncertainty, qualitative considerations, and human 


bias. 


Limitations of Systems Analysis 

Tiwi y to Cetermine and accurately measure the 
costs and benefits or effectiveness of many Coast Guard 
programs iS a severe limitation on the usefulness of PPB in 
the Coast Guard. This problem is compounded by the multi- 
misSion nature of most Coast Guard operating units. 

Coast Guard operating expenses are computed for the 
various program areas on the basis of a statistical distrib- 
ution of operating hours and cost reports. When combined with 
capital investment (AC&I) and research and development (R&D) 
costs, it 1S possible to determine the total cost of a program 


and hence the percentage of the Coast Guard budget devoted to 


ee 


IMurphy, "Revolution in Government Planning 
Techniques," ll. 
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a particular program. WHowever, the use of percentages to 
identify the extent of Coast Guard efforts in its mission arcas 
is somewhat misleading. In addition to the multi-~-mission 
eo Melt SOtmmOcwec@dst GWard forces, much of the expense of 
going things at sea is rather baSic to the unit rather than a 
particular mission. The nature of the cost allocation 
problem is shown by the following comments concerning the Coast 
Guard Oceanographic program. These comments were contained in 
a letter Submitted oy the Commandant of the Coast Guard to 
the Chairman of the U.S. Senate Subcommittee on Oceanography 
nme Pebruary, 1970. 


» . « although only three of our ships are dedicated 
to oceanographic work exclusively, some 40 ships, our 
icebreakers and major cutters, do a Significant amount 
of marine Science work. Tne Ocean Station vessels, 
while serving international air commerce, meteorology, 
and search and rescue, also do oceanodrapnic work on 
See SommememraulLe LO and from Station. The efforts of 
this multi-purpose fleet last year provided the National 
Oceanographic Data Center with 34 per cent of its 
@Geanegqrapnic Station data from United States sources, 
most of it very valuable time-series observation. 
Several of our smaller vessels perform a numoer of 
et Uetiemiocotons, along With their other tasks. Many 
of our shore stations and offshore stations are taking 
observations for meteorologic and oceanographic purposes, 
including pollution abatement. Our aircraft perform 
some marine science work beyond pure logistics, such as 
the Airborne Radiation Thermometer flights for use in 
PEC@iematiaee port fishing areas. t 


How should the Coast Guard allocate AC&I and R&D costs 
Pome dG@dls Moe GeOLOogran JUStitTication purposes, all Coast 


Guard facilities have been assigned to the Program/Support 


— 


ly.s., Pepa nemenert Transportation, Coast Guard, 
Commandant's Bulletin No. 11-70, Marcn 13, 1970, Supp. No. Ze 
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Directors and Managers having “primary cognizance over the 
iors miscvonepertormea by Gach facilaty."! For examole, the 
capital investment and any research and development costs 
associated with Coast Guard “High Endurance Cutters" would 
mormally be assigned to the Ocean Stations program even 
thougn these vessels also provide metcorological, 
oceanographic, and scarch and rescue services. Despite 
difficulties inherent in such a costing method, it would 
appear to be a practical solution at the present stage of 
peo dCve lopment. 

Mieweovenor COast Guard programS in goneral can be 
Measured guantitatively, although not always with the degree 
mepreeiese MOnem vould like: Measuriana cffectiveness or 
etter veo om Coast Guard programs poses a much more 
Weer chul.u osColem. Reliable quantitative data are often not 
available. And even when the data are available, there 
usually is no common standard of measurement.2 This is 
particularly true with regard to systems: analysis involving 
eee me Ograis- welluch Of the Coast Guard budget is allocated 
memoaLClyY-Orlented programs. 

How does one go about finding a satisfactory measure of 


effectiveness? Quade states that “it is essentially an art; 


a a ee 


leoast Cuaiae, COMMA ame Ineeructton 5010.3, p. Il. 








2Murphy , “Revolution in Government Planning 
Techniques," 7. 
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Gee eem Ook Crrat sand Grror and judgment."l ‘This is a 
@eeroculeyoues e101) (LO answer from a cost-effective standpoint. 
Measures of effectiveness for most Coast Guard programs "are 
al best reasonadly satisfactory approximations for indicating 
ie dttalmment Of Some .. . odjective. "2 

Systems analysis is also limited by an inability to 
predict the future and to quantify qualitative aspects of a 
PeOvleiwemiamyetaclOors bearing on a resource allocation 
G@cision are intangible or change with time. Although 
considerations of this type may play as important a role in 
resource allocation decisions as any quantitative cost-benefit 
analysis, ways to measure these factors even approximately 
do not exist today.? The handling of these considerations 
must depend upon the intuition and judgment of the decision 
maker. 

Although systems analysis may look like a purely 
rational approach to decision making, free of preconceived 
ideas and partisan bias, it is not. Human judgment is used in 
designing the analysis, in deciding what alternatives to 


consider, what factors are relevant, and the interpretation of 


ee en ee tee ewe ee 


lr. S. Quade, "Some Problems Associated With Systems 
oie cca laem an) Corporation, P—3391 (DDC No. AD 634375), 
Gime, 196 Grow |. 
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2Quade, “Systems Analysis Techniques for PPB," p. 24. 


3Quade, “Some Problems Associated With Systems 
Analysis," p. 10. 
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et reais Ob tnemanalysis.+ Since judgment and intuition 
Dermeace all analysis, and value concepts differ, the analysis 
Of a proolem may lead to what Quade refers to as "parochialism", 
the “unconscious adherence to a party line", or an "attention 


bias. "2 


These pitfalls are inherent in all organizations to 
some extent, and should be+‘remembered when considering the 
results of systems analysis. 

It 1S important to remember that voth quantitative 
analysis of alternatives and judgment > are essential tools of 
the PPB decision making system. For minor decisions or where 
time is of the essence, judgment frequently plays the predominant 
mete.  lovevyer sas problems become more complex and the costs 
involved become more significant, spur-of-the-moment decisions 
eee eee sy erecarer degree of risk. Such judgments may 
be clouded by limited experience, or bias; and imay or may not 
produce sound decisions-~all of which increases the risk of 
undesirable consequences for the future. Likewise, systems 
analysis by itself is not always capable of producing feasible 
conclusions because of qualitative factors and uncertainty 


which are not readily quantifiable in an analysis. Therefore, 


the greatest probability of arriving at the most efficient 


me a ee ee eee 


louade and Boucher, Systems Analysis and Policy 
Eaompang,. Ps 30a. 


ZQuade, “Systems Analysis Techniques for PPB," p. 2l. 


3 Judgment in the sense of a subjective determination 
based on experience and common sense. 
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@blocatton Of resources 1S achieved by conducting as complete 
an analysis as is feasible, and then applying the judament 
factor. Alain Enthoven, an articulate proponent of PPB, has 
expressed the relationship between systems analysis and judgment 
ae LOllows: 

Ultimately all policies are made and all weapon 

systems are chosen on the basis of judqments. There 
is no other way and there never will be. The question 
is whether those judgments have to be made in the fog 
of inadeguate and inaccurate data, unclear and 
undefined issues, and a welter of conflicting personal 
opinions, or whether they can be made on the basis of 
adequate, reliable information, relevant experience, 
and clearly drawn issues. 

In essence, systems analysis is an aid to judgment 
ieriet  elalina ouoSstivtute for Judgment. ‘The virtue of systems 
analysis is that it can help the decision maker understand 
the relevant alternatives and the key interactions in provlems 
Of choice by providing an eStimate of the costs, risks, and 
benefits associated with each course of action. It may 
sharpen the decisionmaker's intuition and will certainly 
Peeedene ites cats fOr Judgment, thus helping him make a better 
decision. But the inherent limitations in systems analysis 
mean that a cost-benefit (effectiveness) study can do little 
more than assess some of the implications of choosing one 


ealtermatlive Over another. Systems analysis can seldom 


demonstrate, beyond all reasonable douwt, that a particular 


lalain C. Enthoven, "Choosing Strategies and Selecting 
Weapon Systems," in Samuel A. Tucker, ed., A Modern Design 





for Defense Decision: A McNamara-Hitch-Enthoven Anthology 
(Washington, D.C.: Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 


1966), pp. 143-144. 





Sottse Of action is best. 1 

ftom teomtniportant to remember that rationality, 
SelvCheicy ance econony are not the only considerations that 
Coast Guard top management must bear in mind when making 
Miner pPOlLcy GCecisions. The climate of public opinion 
provides another dimension ‘to the problem of choice. MThe 
Scaling down of a popular program, or an established program 
Peete peweriul clientele, could have political implications 
P@eunewPresmaent and/or Congress. Although it is desirable 
to evaluate programs solely from economic and social stand- 


points, it is not always expedient to do s0.7 


Better Planning 


we ee 
s 








A Major contribution of the PPB system has been an 
improvement in Coast Guard strategic planning. The 
identification of long-range objectives, and the systematic 
analysis of various alternative courses of action for achieving 
those objectives in terms of their relative costs and benefits, 
has resulted in a much more coordinated development of Coast 
Geamd long-wange plans. 

The requirements of the PPB system have led to a 
Serean I ntiemane scimptiticatzon of Coast Guard planning 
documents and procedures. As a major step away from the 


previous ad hoc approach to planning, a Plans Evaluation 


ce ee ee ee ee 


louade, "Systems Analysis Techniques for PPB," p. 19. 


2Murvhy , "Revolution in Government Planning 
Techniques, 11. 
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Division at Headquarters has been established to provide 
centralized guidance and coordination for the development of 
Coast Guard long-range plans. A planning billet has recently 
Mean dutmortizea LOr Cach district office to improve district 


Peaniing and Input into the PPB process. 


4 


Modernized Management Philosophy 

The Planning, Programming, Budgeting approach to 

Me witanage@ent or resources has had a major effect on the Coast 
Stetaw Vroea ty One Of Ene most significant contributions of 
PPB has been itS impact on Coast Guard thinking, and 
particularly, the management philosophy at Coast Guard 
Peacriularcers . 

The change in Coast Guard management philosophy since 
the introduction of PPBS is evidenced by the kinds of questions 
being asked and the general tone of discussion during develop- 
Ment Of Major policy decisions. The requirements of the PPB 
ee cee eemoGeea COast GUarcd top management to ask themselves 
questions such as the eeiLaante pertaining to the Search and 
Rescue program: (1) What snould be the nature of Coast Guard 
involvement in search and rescue? (2) What is the most 
efficient mix of Coast Guard facilities to achieve the objective 
of the SAR program at various budget levels? (3) How effective 
is the SAR program? (4) What is the long-range view of the 
SAR program in terms of future demands, technology, and scope 


Cmte on- BPG iuomrayvoltvyomente and (5) What arc the advantages and 


disadvantages in terms of total costs and total benefits of 
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alternative methods for meeting search and rescue needs? ‘the 
asking and answering of such questions are the heart of the 
PPB system. It is only after these questions are answered that 
Coast Guard management can make informed resource allocation 
decisions. Interviews with program-management personnel at 
Coast Guard Headquarters indicated that the above type factors 
are presently being considered in major resource allocation 
decisions. 

PPB 2seyalso having an impact on Coast Guard organization. 
The Coast Guard program management structure is currently 
moet ipo eemoumete tradittonal Organizational structure at 
Coast Guard Headquarters. However, recent organizational 
changes at Coast Guard Headquarters indicate that Headquarters 
1s gradually moving away from a functional organizational 
structure and more toward a program based organizational 
structure. For example, a program-oriented office of Boating 
Safety was established at Headquarters in 1968 to manage the 
Coast Guard Boating Safety Program previously organized as a 
eo ecOn omen) tie Office of Operations. 

Coast Guard program managers are becoming a big 
Supporter of the PPB system. Program managers are discovering 
that analytical studies can be used to justify and support their 
programs as well as to criticize them. As a result, program 
managers and PPB staff personnel are assuming a larger role 


Dimer CceoueMmi@eat lon decisions. Historically, Coast Guard 


ee 


lipid. 
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budget decisions have been based on the recommendations of 
Office Chiefs and functional subhead administrators. While 
these personnel still have the dominant role in major policy 
decisions, the increasing budgetary emphasis on program areas 
and the need for a more cost-effective approach to all programs, 
coupled with the changing management philosophy at Coast Guard 
Headquarters, practically assures that program-management 
personnel steeped in PPB techniques will soon assume the major 


Molo wiMnCorsmettatrad resource allocation decisions. 


summary 

An integrated Planning, Programming, Budgeting System 
1s becoming an effective management tool at Coast. Guard 
Beaaduartlters for allocating limited resources ainong competing 
programs. The most significant accomplishments under the PPB 
system have been: 

1. An improvement in the budgetary process by bridging 
the gap between planning and budgeting through programming. 

2. Consideration of multi-year costs and benefits, 
With more emphasis on the objectives and outputs of programs. 

3. Better planning and the systematic analysis of 
alternatives. 

4. A more sonvhisticated management philosophy at 
Coast Guard Headquarters stemming from the use of PPB techniqucs 
in decision making. 

Despite practical limitations in analyzing and evaluating 


Coast Guard programs, the PPB system has provided an impetus 
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toward increased use of formal analysis in the Coast Guard 
Peete FOr Waki ncnprocess.  Cost-effectiveness (benefit) analysis 
has drawn attention to ways of achieving Coast Guard objectives 
peg 1 COG eo ce the introduction of PPB, there has been 
a change in Coast Guard long-range planning and resource 
allocation from "an ad hoc .approach based on intuition to 
prey mes ononeane lysis Supported by intuition and experience. "1 
The PPB system clearly has increased concern for efficiency in 
the Coast Guard. 

the Planning, Progdramming, Budgeting System can never 
be a viable substitute for sound and experienced judgment. 
However, through the systematic identification and analysis of 
alternative ways to achieve Coast Guard objectives, the system 
does assure that the decision maker will have the benefit of all 


Bemle want Caecmemmwit ci to base his decisions. 


louade, "Systems Analysis Techniques for PPB," p. 26. 





CHAPTER V 


SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 


e 


The Planning, Programming, Budgeting (PPB) System is 
designed to improve the process of resource allocation, planning, 
and decision making by strengthening an organization's 
capability to do long-range planning and providing a systematic 
method for resolving major resource allocation issues. MThis 
thesis has attempted to evaluate the effectiveness of PPB as a 
management tool in the United States Coast Guard. 

Tie wie eodvcr1on Of a oil ciaradinner, programming, budgeting 
system in the Coast Guard was aimed at remedying shortcomings 
tiesto Lrddtmeremeal metiod Of allocating resources. The PPB 


system provides a way for achieving efficiency in the allocation 


= 


limited resources in consonance with the planned requirements 
@= thneyCcoast Guard. Integral to achieving efficiency in 
resource allocation is the quantitative economic analysis of 
relevant alternatives. The essence of economic choice is the 
comparison of all relevant alternatives in terms of marginal 
costs and marginal benefits (effectiveness). The PPB system is 
a decision making system based on the economic analysis of 


2) sere sa pa en aderee 


Ge 





70 

The Coast Guard presently has eighteen mission-oriented 
and three support-oriented PPB programs, grouped into nine 
major program areas. Each program is headed by a program 
emai revo bom neopOnsiole for functional planning, programming, 
and budgeting. Each program manager reports to a program 
director who may have one or more program managers reporting to 
eee lee Melagement responsibility for all Coast Guard programs 
1S centralized at Coast Guard Headquarters. 

PSO@remeguonlmiecation and program competition for 
dollars is the primary responsibility of the respective program 
Manager end program director. The conversion of program 
decisions to dollars is coordinated by the Plans Evaluation, 
Program Analysis, and Budget DiviSions at Coast Guard Head- 
@uarcters. Execution of the Coast Guard budget is primarily by 
appropriation subhead, with the Support directors assuming the 
predominant role. 

AVEROuem Considerable analytical effort in terms of 
cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness analySis goes into the 
FuStLE1Cation of Coast Guard programs, resource allocation 
decisions are based on priorities established by programs within 
each appropriation category rather than woon the economic 
eoelyoto Gb were riativyes. Olificulty in measuring the total 
costs and benefits (effectiveness) of Coast Guard programs in 
Guantifiable terms, plus the need for consideration of value 
judgments, makes it very difficult to base resource allocation 


decisions solely on the quantitative analysis of alternatives. 





el 

iit ele wareelateyeliization within the Coast Guard of the 
economic philosophy underlying the planning, programming, 
PUaGeLInG avproaen to Solving problems of economic choice has 
been limited. But when compared to the pre-PPB method of 
electra oubeces, It 15 the conclusion of this thesis that 
the PPB approach to resource allocation has greatly imoroved 
the decision-making process in the Coast Guard as evidenced by 
a more rational allocation of resources, better planning, and 
a modernized management philosophy at Coast Guard Headquarters. 

Cost-benefit (effectiveness) analysis is providing 
top management at Coast Guard Headquarters with a sound analytical 
base for allocating limited resources among competing demands. 
Evidence indicates that Coast Guard management is becoming 
increasingly aware of the need for an economic analysis of 
alternatives to support resource allocation Gecisions. 
Substantial improvements have occurred in the decision-making 
process and management philosophy at Coast Guard Headquarters 
pneCo (lem MemerneCLiOn Of ah integrated planning, programming, 
budgeting system in the Coast Guard. 

tutiometencouclusion Of this thesis that the Planning, 
Programming, Budgeting System is See as an effective 
management tool at Coast Guard Headquarters for allocating 


limited resources among competing programs. 





Sp bOGRAPTIY 


Pipe Documents 











U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Government Operations. 
igeeoge= )rOcess in the Federal Government. 91st 
Cong., Ist sess. Washington, D.C.: Government 


Pp eereanig Sriree, 169 . 


U.S. Congress. Joint Economic Committee. Economic Analysis 


sem eee ee a ee 


peemeten ct eleiency of Government. Report of the 





eee 


Subcommittee on Economy in Government, with pilD le- 
Me @eatyevicwS. Ist Cong., 2nd sess. Washington, D.C.: 
See rome Printing Office, 1970. 








Ce Of eee JOIN’ Mconomic Committee. The Planning- 
Programming-Budgeting System: Progress and | Potentials. 
Hearings before the Subcommittee on Economy in 
Ce tment. 90th Cong., lst sess. Washington, D.C.: 


Government Printing Ome, OG 7c 

















Oe eee. Olin. Economic Committee. The Analysis and 
Evaluation of Public Expenditures: The PPB System. 
A Compendium of Papers Suomitted to the Comin cies 
Om vector, 2h Government. Vol. Il, Part IV. 9lst 
Cong., list sess. Washington, D.C.: Government 


Piattiemicworrtice, 1969. 





Oe Ones] ee OIne EConomic Committec. The Analysis and 
Evaluation of Public Expenditures: The PPB System. 
A Comoendium of Papers submitted to the Subcommittee 
Cimee@eteny 1 Government. Vol. II, Part V-VI. 91st 
CGQ@eweese Sess. Washington, D.C.: Government 


Prema sOorri ce, 1969. 








U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Government Operations. 
Subcommittee on National Security and International 
Oe ene. lanning-Programming—-Budgeting: . Initial 


Memorandum. 90th Cong., Ist sess. Washington, D.C.: 
GOVE ramewe Printing Office, HO 7 


























U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Government Operations. 
Subcommittee on National Security and International 
Cee ee ennang-Programming—-Budgeting: Sk oC eee 
Soimiemmmmeo cri condq., Ist Sess. Washington, D.C.: 
Government Printing One tee, es 7 





eZ 





Urer 


Ue 


= 


Congress. Senate. Committce on Government Operations. 
Seo emetee OC National Security and International 
Operations. Planning-Programming-Budgeting: Official 


Documents. POmaqeecona., Ist sesse @esiungton, D.C. : 
Gee ewE Prineing Office, 1967. 











Dey eee erence. A Primer on Project Prime. 
Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, April, 
115 So: 


Nepartment of Defense. Significant Documents on PPBS 


at a a ee + 


in the Department of Defense. Washington, D.C.: 


a a a ee er 


COmermimenE Printing Office, n.d. 





A = ee ee 





Peper ewer ce Che Navy. Office of the Comptroller. 
Pierre cltange Control System in the Department of 
Cees AVE ~OS P-2416. Washington, D.C.: 
Government Printing Office, 1962. 





Department of TEBE SOs CT Coast Guard. Commandant 
Ttjeeteemod oul. s: Program Responsibility in ota 


Sand RE a i eR mt ee 


Cee ewenerad, Aucust 21, 1968. 


awe we 











Dee emo Mransportation. Coast Guard. Commandant 
Po eee Om 200.5: Project Management, January 9, 
Hie oy 

Department of Transportation. Coast Guard. com aseans 
Veeeeemeeo0: Reorganization of Office of Chief ous 


Cla ue March 3, 1969. 


Dee emer MeansSpOrLation. Coast Guard. Commandant 
eee 7132.6: Potential Budget Mevisions OF 


ey ae — 








ee we ees SSS SS Te aos ee eR.” ee ae eer ee ee. 


Reallocations Ta) bere de Eee Expenses ana Reserve 
Toe, September 4, 1969. 








Depertmetemer Transportation. Coast Guard. Coast 


ee es 


Cue ey Program Proposals, April 30, 1969. 

Deperem femen 8ransportation. Coast Guard. Fiscal 
Yoommeeemeucge: Estimates. Supmission to Bureau 
of the Budget, 1969. 


Deparement Of Transportation. Coast Guard. FY 1971 
Prog ie. -ODGsals Summary Data, April 30, 1960 


Depare@en ener Transportation. Coast Guard. A Study 
Cipce eee enetics, and Btfectiveness of the Mex srchant 
Moe em ety Program, May 1, 1968. 





Ler 


74 


Department of Transportation. Coast Guard. Memorandum 
Peer otw acai tO Program Direclors. Program 
Decinre1on., “arc: 12, 1969. 


ep eee ewOce teisporcacion. Coast Guard. Organization 
Manual (CG-229), January 26, 1968. 


Department of Transportation. Coast Guard. Planning 
Puemenegrerming Manual (CG-411), October 15, 1969. 


Dopeeet ween Irancportatton. Coast Guard. Report of 
Pee wend District Comyanders' Conference: 11-138 


ne ee 


October 1968. 














eee eee 


Poem @enoe it ansportation. Office of the Secretary. 
Deemer 0.28, POT Planning-Programming-Budgeting 
Systen, Panta 1>, 195°. 





De Getee en Ol Transportation. Office of the Secretary. 
Memorandum for Assistant Secretaries, General Counsel 
emer eaewng Administrations. Departmental Program 
Semmeeure, April 18, 1969. a 


Deen ce of the President. Bureau of the Budget. 
Peewee. Go-2. Flanning-Programming-Budgeting 


begs ls) oystem, April 12, 1968. 


Executive Office of the President. Bureau of the Budget. 
Deming oo-2.  Planning-Programming-Budgeting 
(CUeeeimly 18, 1967. oo 


General Accounting Office. Glossary for Systems 


Analysis and Planning-Programming-Budgeting, October, 
pie ens ae i 





Treasury Department. Coast Guard. Headquarters Notice 
eee eo oning Programm ng=Budgeting Syste, 


ee ee = eee 


December ee iG. 

















Tease Deariment. Coast Guard. Headquarters 
ijeeeriogsol%o. 1A: “Coordinating Board, February 8, 
LOG 


Treasury Department. Coast Guard. Pilot Study to 
Deveoreon rogram Budget, March, 1964. 


Tri ieee pdaement. Coast Giiard. United States 
Coast Guard Objectives (CG-378), March 4, 1964. 











715 











U.5. Vreasury Department. Study of Roles and Missions of 
ree eee tarces .Coas t Guard. Reporte, to the 
Peer t@ary, June 1962. 7 vols. Vasminaton, 0.C.: 


Government Printing Office, 1963. 


Books 





Srelangd, Waviad £., and King, William R. Systems Analysis 


and Project Management. New York:  McGraw-lill 
Book Company, 1968.: 























Enke, Stephen, ed. Defense Management Englewood Ciilffts, 
New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, coe TOO 7 

Hitch, Charles J. Decision- -Making for Defense. Berkeley, 
Sree ONtversity Of California Press, 1967. 

Hitch, Charles J., and McKean, Roland N. tiie uConomLe Or 
Defense in the Nuclear Age. Camodridge, Mass.: 











Harvard University Press, 1961. 








Lycden, Fremont J., and Miller, Ernest G., eds. Planning 
Programming Pee UCCerEdiG.ag /\) systems Approach to 
Management. Chicago: Markham Publishing Company, 
(Gee 


Novick, David, ed. Program Budgeting: Program Analysis 


a ST ee 


and the Nedera ial eS Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 


OS er 8 ee Yo Ae eo Walla 











Pee Daviiedermmoncgd Oct, Attiat F. Beeoma udget Policy. 
Rev. ed. won ingeon. b.6.2 The ‘Brookings _ 
iiSseweaemon, 1969 ; 


Quade, E. S., ed. Analysis for Meite Wecisions. ‘The 
RAND Corporation, “R-387-PR (DDG No. AD 453387). 
santa Monica, oe Picme te eOorooration, 1964. 








Stee, boo wmema Pouchor, W. 1., eds, systems Analysis 
and Policy Planning Pe eereatloms in Defense. New 


—= Pe et 

















i te 9 


York: American Elsevicr Publishing | Company , bheere. 
Lo Gos 


Saloma, Jonn S., III. The Responsible Use of Power: A 


ee ee 


Crimea: Analysis of the Congressiona 1. Budget — 








Process. Washington, Pee. American Enterprise 
HS eieeitise 064. . 





76 


ened ee Cas Modern Design for Defense Decision: 


ee we ee se eee oe —— a rns ee ee ee 


A McNamara- tea exo -Enthoven Anthology. Me=snricton; D.C. : 


eae em we: en ew tre ee 


divans a 1 (ortece ©. the Armed Iorces, 1966. 











Pepe avehy cr COr- ShewPolitics of the Budgetary Process. 


a a 











Chee eee ee 





en 


Boston: Little, Brown and Soneary, inc., 1964. 





Atel cles 


Dror, Yehe@ziel. | Policy Analysts: A New Professional Role 
in Government Service.” Public Administration 


ee ee 


Ret eee te (eeoeemoer, 1967), 197-203. 


Bisenhower, Dwight D. "The Chance for Peace." An address 
oe eemee Vopartment of State Bulletin, April 27, 
Oe eon 300 3. 


Fitzgerald, CDR William H., Jr. "On Making Budgetary Decisions 
eee eee casteeGiard.” Tne Armed Forces Comptroller, 
Po ae rea), 38-42. 

Cross) Seem) je t7callew Systems Bbucigeling." Puolic 

Opi eeeeetene nc vicw, XxX (March-April, 1969), 113-32. 


Hardy, John W. "Planning-Programming-Budgcting System in 
Uy eo omee Managerial Planning, XVII (March-April, 
POC ea 22 





Hirsch, Werner Z. "Toward Federal Program Budgeting." Public 


a 


Administration Review, XXVI (December, 1966), ‘ose oea 


me rm a te ee eee 





free h i eeeGrciemOUdreetToack, OF Both?” Armed Forces 
Meiiecetemt,s vb (Occover, 1969) 34-36. 





Murphy, Joseph S&S. "The Quiet Revolution in Government Planning 
Cth ec ewes Management Review, LVLIL (April, 1968), 
4-ll. 


Novick, David. “Long-Range Planning Through Program Budgeting.” 
tie ene omecral lon, P=3650 (DDC No. AD 669459), 
May, 1968. 


havc, David@er rtqin and History Of Program Budgeting." 
ieee mC Oremo ret Lom, P-3s42/ (WDC No. 641442), 
Octoscer, 1960. 


Quade, E. S. "Cost-Effectiveness Analysis: An Appreciation." 
iow | eeerporactom, P-3243 (DDC No. AD 623105), 
Ogtober, 1965. 





ig) 


Oem Eso. Coce-Utfectivencss: An Introduction and 
Overview. The RAND Corporation, (DDC No. AD 
OeeGiseo )ae iay . 196 5:, 


Ouade, E. S. ‘Cost-Effectiveness: Some Trends in Analysis. 
imeem eetoocanhon, P—-3529 (DDC No. AD 650129), 
fare ele oO. 


Quade, E. S. "Some Problems Associated with Systems 
Geese tee ihe ReNp Corporation, P-3391 (DDC No. 
Pees 3 /sie, June, 1966. 


POG we wee Oyo temo alysis Techniques for Planning- 
Programming-Budgeting." The RAND Corporation, P-3322 
OPEC ioe 629504) ) March, 1966. 


Robinson, LTC Kenneth L., Jr., USMC. "The Draft Presidential 
Memorandum: Tool of Defense Decision Making." 
eee eccmeegme ee nse Monagement, (Decemoer, 1969), 





4S 

Schick, Allen. "Systems Politics and Systems Budgeting." 
Eee Oriitottalion Review, XXIX (March-April, 1969), 
137-50. 

Sentck, Alte ine Road to PPB: The Stages of Budget 
Reform.” Pudlic Administration Review, XXVI (Decemoer, 


ee ee te me er) ee em a te ee 


IS GG) eee 5 U. 


"USAF Agonozes over Allocation of FY 1970 Resources.” Armed 
Nee eegemene, Avi (October, 1969), 55-57. 











eelca vo. ve eer “Ne POlitical Hconomy of Efficiency: 
Cost-Benefit Analysis, Systems Analysis, and Program 
BUC@ etic ~ puoi pomanas tration Review, XXVI 


(December, 1966), 292-310 


Wildavsky, Aaron. "Rescuing Policy Analysis from PPBS.” 
Pudlic Administration Review, XXIX (March-April, 1969), 
189-200. 


mie  CURMeeer wer USCG, ' YWae U.S. Coast Guard: Where Do 
We Go From Here?" Naval Institute Proceedings, XCVI 
(Teme, slo 70) , 29-53, 





Re PpOmirs 


Committee for Economic Development. Budgeting for Na te Lone 
Objectives. A Statement on National Policy by the © 
Research and Policy Committee. New York: Committee 
for Economic Development, 1966. 








78 


pUaeviniesesearci Corporation. Study of A Pianning~ 


SE OS ee oe — eee wes ee 


ae eS on ie ast System | for Transportation. 


Oo ee ae 





er ee a ee re rt i a a ne ee po eee ee 





Vee ten- tS. SV ereparcd for Office of Trans- 
portation Research, U.S. Department of Commerce. 
eee Deen oe AD 65518/), April, 1967. 





Planning Research Corporation. Study of A Planning- 


2 pea eeaaroes ee 


PeoGeammn: 1G — Budgeting System for Transportation. 


A eo a en ee ce 








A Ae oe a a 


Vo. DPE _System Bee Ce. Prepared for > 
Of fewer Wrane por ation Research, U.S. Dopari- 
ment of Commerce. ‘PRC R- 1003 (pbc No. AD 6551.86), 


Apmis 1967. 





U.S. General Accounting Office. Need for Improvements 
in the Financial Lal Management S: System Oye Ele Wes 


Coast. Guard. | Report B-115336 to the Secretary of 
Transportation, December 23, 1969. 

















Uipietisited Materials 


Graham, Lawrence. “The Planning, Programming, and Budgeting 
System in the United States Coast Guard: A Vehicle 
for Selectively Decentralized Management." 
Unpublished Master's thesis, School of Government 
and Business Administration, The George Washington 
Univesity, 1968. 

Kendall, Forrest N. "The Problems of Allocating the Cost 
Of C@eeemolerd Capital Outlays in the Planning- 
Programming-Budgeting System." Unpublished Master's 
thesis, School of Government and Business Admin~ 
istration, The George Washington University, 1968. 


Morrison, Donald M., Jr. "Program Budgeting in the United 
bieeeeemectet GUard.. Unopuolished Master's thesis, 
School of Government and Business Administration, 
Meee eece Washington University, 1966. 


Interviews 


cece cele, weber iliiam Ho, Jr, USCG.. Chief, Budget 
Det wee eO Flcceon tne Cahier of Staff, U.S. Coast 
Guard Headquarters. Private interview held at 
USC wea eierters, Washington, D.C., January 28, 1970. 


[eeepc OR Gelert cde. UoCG. (ehniert, Cost Analysis Branch, 
Budge ewoivwistom,, Uso. Coast Guard Headquarters. 
Private interview held at USCG Headquarters, 
Wasntmgeon, D.C., January 28, 1970. 





79 


Tenin, Alvin J. Chief Plans Branch, Plans Evaluation 
Division, U.S. Coast Guard Headquarters. Private 
mterview held at USCG Headquarters, Washington, 
Peeewevavery 28,1970. 


irempacn, COR Ira k., UsCG. Programs Staff, Pee cia 
Analysis Division, U.S. Coast Guard Headquarters. 
Private interview held at USCG Headauarters, 
Wastaingeon, D.C., January 28, 1970. 














thesH435 
The planning, programming, budgeting sys 


wii 





